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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

1 . This Office action has been issued in response to Applicant's Amendment filed 
24 July 2008. Claims 1-30 and 32-37 are pending in the case. No claims have been 
amended. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 24 July 2008 regarding the rejection of claims 1-4, 
10-12, 14-23, 25, 27-30, 33, and 35-36 under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
US Patent Publication 6,868,498 to Katsikas have been fully considered and are 
persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. 

3. Applicant's arguments filed 24 July 2008 regarding the rejection of claims 5-9, 
13, 24, 26, 32 and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
US Patent 6,868,498 to Katsikas as applied to claims 2, 12, 22-23, and 33 above, and 
further in view of US Patent 6,128,602 to Ryan et al (Ryan hereinafter) have been fully 
considered and are persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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5. Claims 1 -30 and 32-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over US Patent Application Publication 2003/0191969 to Katsikas in view 
of US Patent 6,412,014 to Ryan. 

Regarding claims 1,12, 22, 28, 33, and 37, Katsikas teaches a system for 
denying or allowing delivery of an incoming electronic mail (e-mail) message, 
said incoming message indicating a source e-mail server, a source domain, and 
an addressee for the message (Katsikas, pg. 1, par. 5-12); a central e-mail server 
registry database for storing information regarding all e-mail servers and 
domains authorized to send e-mail messages over the Internet (Katsikas; 
authorized senders list for specific email addresses; pg. 1, par. 9-10; pg. 9, par. 100, 
discloses authorized senders list for entire domain); means for the addressee to 
specify characteristics of domains that are authorized to send e-mail messages to 
the addressee (Katsikas, unique email address; pg. 1, par. 7-8; pg. 9, par. 100, 
discloses authorized senders list for entire domain); means for an e-mail server 
serving the addressee to access information from the registry database to 
determine whether the source domain possesses the specified characteristics 
(Katsikas, pg. 2, par. 28 - pg. 3, par. 29); and means for allowing delivery of the 
incoming e-mail message if the source domain possesses the specified 
characteristics, and denying delivery of the incoming e-mail message if the 
source domain does not possess the specified characteristics (Katsikas; pg. 9, 
par. 100, discloses authorized senders list for entire domain). 
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Katsikas does not explicitly teach a central e-mail server registry database for 
storing information regarding all e-mail servers and domains authorized to send 
e-mail messages over the Internet. Ryan teaches a central e-mail server registry 
database for storing information regarding all e-mail servers and domains 
authorized to send e-mail messages over the Internet (Ryan, col. 3, lines 51-63; 
Internet directory, i.e. central registry for registered domain names, i.e. authorized 
domains). 

Katsikas and Ryan are analogous art because they are from the same field of 
endeavor of managing computer systems information and data. At the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to use 
Ryan's domain based registry with Katsikas' email system. The suggestion/motivation 
would have been to improve top level internet registry systems (Ryan, col. 3, line 51- 
56). 

Regarding claims 2, 16, 23, 25, and 29, Katsikas-Ryan teaches the invention as 
described in claims 1,12, 22, and 28 above including, wherein the information 
regarding all authorized e-mail servers and domains includes a status of each e- 
mail server's registration with the registry database (Katsikas, confirm status, pg. 1, 
par. 10; pg. 3, par. 39-40), said status indicating whether each server is registered 
(Ryan, col. 3, lines 51-63; Internet directory, i.e. central registry for registered domain 
names, i.e. authorized domains), whether the server's associated domains are 
registered (Ryan, col. 3, lines 51-63; Internet directory, i.e. central registry for 
registered domain names, i.e. authorized domains), and whether the registrations are 
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in good order (Ryan, col. 3, lines 51-63; Internet directory, i.e. central registry for 
registered domain names, i.e. authorized domains). 

Katsikas and Ryan are analogous art because they are from the same field of 
endeavor of managing computer systems information and data. At the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to use 
Ryan's domain based registry with Katsikas' email system. The suggestion/motivation 
would have been to improve top level internet registry systems (Ryan, col. 3, line 51- 
56). 

Regarding claims 3 and 15, Katsikas-Ryan teaches the invention as described in 
claims 2 and 12 above including, wherein the means for allowing delivery and 
denying delivery of the incoming e-mail message includes means for denying 
delivery if the source domain is not registered (Katsikas; authorized senders list for 
specific email addresses; pg. 1, par. 9-10; pg. 9, par. 100, discloses authorized senders 
list for entire domain), or if the registration of the source domain is not in good 
order (Katsikas; authorized senders list for specific email addresses; pg. 1 , par. 9-10; 
pg. 9, par. 100, discloses authorized senders list for entire domain). 

Regarding claims 4 and 17, Katsikas-Ryan teaches the invention as described in 
claims 2 and 12 above including, wherein the means for allowing delivery and 
denying delivery of the incoming e-mail message includes means for denying 
delivery if the source domain is not associated with the source e-mail server 
(Katsikas; authorized senders list for specific email addresses; pg. 1, par. 9-10; pg. 9, 
par. 100, discloses authorized senders list for entire domain). 
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Regarding claims 10, 14, and 30, Katsikas-Ryan teaches the invention as 
described in claims 2, 12, and 28 above including, wherein the means for allowing 
delivery and denying delivery of the incoming e-mail message also includes 
means for denying delivery if the source e-mail server is not registered with the 
central registry database (fig. 5; Katsikas; authorized senders list for specific email 
addresses; pg. 1, par. 9-10; pg. 9, par. 100, discloses authorized senders list for entire 
domain), or if the source e-mail server's registration is not in good standing 
(Katsikas, pg. 2, par. 26-27). 

Regarding claims 11, 18-19, and 27, Katsikas-Ryan teaches the invention as 
described in claims 2, 12, and 22 above including, further comprising: a local registry 
database associated with the e-mail server serving the addressee for 
downloading predefined information from the central registry database (Ryan, col. 
3, lines 51-63; Internet directory, i.e. central registry for registered domain names, i.e. 
authorized domains); means within the e-mail server serving the addressee for 
accessing the local registry database in a first attempt to determine whether the 
source e-mail server and/or source domain are registered in good standing (Ryan, 
col. 3, lines 51-63; Internet directory, i.e. central registry for registered domain names, 
i.e. authorized domains; Katsikas; pg. 9, par. 100, discloses authorized senders list for 
entire domain), and whether the source domain possesses the specified 
characteristics; and means within the e-mail server serving the addressee for 
accessing the central registry database in a second attempt to determine whether 
the source e-mail server and/or source domain are registered in good standing, 
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and whether the source domain possesses the specified characteristics (Ryan, 
col. 3, lines 51-63; Internet directory, i.e. central registry for registered domain names, 
i.e. authorized domains; Katsikas; pg. 9, par. 100, discloses authorized senders list for 
entire domain), said second attempt being made in response to determining that 
the source e-mail server and/or source domain are not registered in the local 
registry database (Ryan, col. 3, lines 51-63; Internet directory, i.e. central registry for 
registered domain names, i.e. authorized domains; Katsikas; pg. 9, par. 100, discloses 
authorized senders list for entire domain). 

Regarding claims 20 and 21, Katsikas-Ryan teaches the invention as described 
in claim 18 above including, further comprising periodically refreshing the 
downloaded information in the local registry database (Katsikas, updating; pg. 4, 
par. 42); and refreshing the downloaded information in the local registry database 
when requested (Katsikas, pg. 4-5, par. 46) by the e-mail server serving the 
addressee (Katsikas, updating; pg. 4, par. 42). 

Regarding claim 35, Katsikas-Ryan teaches the invention substantially as 
described in claim 33 above including, wherein the means for allowing and denying 
delivery of the incoming e-mail message is a local device connected to the local 
e-mail registry database (Katsikas, fig. 2; ASL manager and Spam Processor 
connected to computer). 

Regarding claim 36, Katsikas-Ryan teaches the invention substantially as 
described in claim 33 above including, wherein the means for allowing and denying 
delivery of the Incoming e-mail message is associated with an e-mail server 
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serving the addressee, said e-mail server being connected to the local e-mail 
registry database (Katsikas, fig. 2; ASL manager and Spam Processor connected to 
computer). 

6. Claims 5-9, 13, 24, 26, 32 and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over the combination of Katsikas-Ryan as applied to claims 2, 12, 22-23, 
and 33 above, and further in view of US Patent 6,128,602 to Northington et al 
(Northington hereinafter). 

Regarding claims 5-9, 13, 26, 32 and 34, Katsikas-Ryan teaches the invention 
substantially as described in claims 2, 12, 22, and 33 above. Katsikas-Ryan does not 
teach including, wherein the information regarding all authorized e-mail servers 
and domains associated with each registered domain, also includes a country 
code, indicating a country of origin, industry code indicating industry, class code 
indicating a type of business. Northington teaches wherein the information 
regarding all authorized e-mail servers and domains associated with each 
registered domain, also includes a country code (Northington; col. 1 5, line 39 - col. 
16, line 39), indicating a country of origin, industry code indicating industry 
(Northington; col. 15, line 39 - col. 16, line 39), class code indicating a type of 
business (Northington; col. 15, line 39 -col. 16, line 39). 

Katsikas-Ryan and Northington are analogous art because they are from the 
same field of endeavor of managing computer systems information and data. At the 
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time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art 
to use Northington's specific characteristics with the combination of Katsikas-Ryan's 
email system. The suggestion/motivation would have been to receive, process, and 
store information obtained from a plurality of computer systems (North ington, col. 2, line 
45-51). 

Regarding claim 24, Katsikas-Ryan teaches the invention substantially as 
described in claim 23 above including, further comprising: means for receiving a 
complaint from a registered e-mail server regarding an identified source e-mail 
server sending an e-mail with characteristics that do not match the specified 
characteristics (Katsikas; pg. 2, par. 26-27). Katsikas-Ryan does not teach 
information regarding the country, industry, or business class of the e-mail's 
domain; and means for suspending the identified source e-mail server from the 
registry upon determining that the source e-mail server is sending e-mails with 
characteristics that do not match the registered information regarding the 
countries, industries, or business classes. Northington teaches electronic 
information regarding the country, industry, or business class of the e-mail's 
domain; and means for suspending the identified source e-mail server from the 
registry upon determining that the source e-mail server is sending e-mails with 
characteristics that do not match the registered information regarding the 
countries, industries, or business classes (Northington; col. 15, line 39 - col. 16, line 
39). 
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Katsikas-Ryan and Northington are analogous art because they are from the 
same field of endeavor of managing computer systems information and data. At the 
time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art 
to use Northington's specific characteristics with the combination of Katsikas-Ryan's 
email system. The suggestion/motivation would have been to receive, process, and 
store information obtained from a plurality of computer systems (Northington, col. 2, line 
45-51). 

Conclusion 

7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure: US Patent 6,880,007 to Gardos et al. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to TARIQ S. NAJEE-ULLAH whose telephone number is 
(571)270-5013. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 8:30 
- 6:00 EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Bunjob Jaroenchonwanit can be reached on (571) 272-3913. The fax 
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

T. N. 

/Bunjob Jaroenchonwanit/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2456 



